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1. Introduction 4 
Various studies of language processing and production in bilingual speakers have 5 
shown effects of crosslinguistic influence (CI), that is, effects of one language on 6 
the other (e.g. Cuza et al. 2013, Müller & Hulk 2001, Yip & Mathews in prep, 2007, 7 
Unsworth 2012 for child bilinguals; Author C & Iverson 2013; Francis 2005, for 8 
adult bilinguals). Crosslinguistic influence has been argued to be restricted to 9 
certain domains of language and with a specified direction for each phenomenon, 10 
i.e. from language X to language Y but not vice versa. Author B et al. (2004) for 11 
example argue that the overuse of Greek or Italian overt pronouns by attrited 12 
speakers is affected by English, a language with only one pronominal option for 13 
topic-continuity and topic-shift. This unidirectionality of CI has been attested for 14 
other syntactic phenomena too, such as word-order, overuse of null objects, 15 
complement ordering of pre- and postpositions and relative clauses (Döpke 1998, 16 
Müller & Hulk 2001, Yip & Matthews 2000, Cuza et al. 2013, Argyri & Sorace 2007).  17 
In the present study we focus on an extensively studied interface 18 
phenomenon, namely pronominal resolution with the aim of addressing the 19 
question of whether two groups of bilingual speakers, an older and a younger group, 20 
reveal different interpretation preferences for null and overt pronouns. Specifically, 21 
we experimentally examine the interpretation of Greek null and overt subject 22 
 2 
pronouns in terms of the selection of a subject, object or ‘other’ referent as the 1 
preferred antecedent of the pronoun.  The two bilingual groups consist of adult 2 
Greek-Swedish speakers. The older group includes adults who developed 3 
knowledge of L2 Swedish in adulthood whereas the younger group includes 4 
younger adults who had bilingual exposure from preschool age. Potentially, the 5 
older group meets the characterization of non-pathological first language attrition 6 
in adulthood due to second language influence, in that these once monolingual 7 
Greek speakers might be affected by their late-developed bilingualism in L2 8 
Swedish1.  The younger group includes early-sequential bilinguals of Greek and 9 
Swedish who acquired Greek naturalistically in early childhood as a “home” 10 
language in Sweden. This group is thus a typical heritage speakers’ group (see 11 
e.g. Montrul 2008, Author C 2009a).   12 
In non-pathological cases, first language (L1) attrition is viewed as a 13 
process during which a native speaker of a language who has grown up 14 
monolingual shows signs of changes in his native language use as a result of 15 
extensive contact with a second language (see e.g. Schmid 2011 for review). L1 16 
attriters typically preserve most core syntactic aspects of their native language 17 
such as basic word order, head directionality, syntactic licensing of empty 18 
                                               
1 Whether this is actual influence of Swedish on the representation of the grammatical 
system of Greek, or a processing issue affecting processing the first language (Greek) or 
a combination of both are all empirical questions which cannot be addressed by the 
experimental task used here. We therefore have to leave this important issue aside for the 
purposes of the present paper.   
 3 
categories and the like (see Cuza 1010, 2013; Domínguez 2009, 2013; Gϋrel 2002;  1 
Iverson 2012) but show effects of attrition in other domains. In particular, attrition 2 
effects have been found in lexical retrieval and access (Kohnert, Bates & 3 
Hernández 1999, Köpke 2002, among others), pragmatic transfer of L2 concepts 4 
(Pavlenko 2000) and discourse-related features of pronominal resolution relevant 5 
to the syntax-discourse interface (Gϋrel 2004, Author B et al. 2004, Author B 2007, 6 
Sorace 2005, 2011). The severity of the effects varies and depends on various 7 
factors such as the regularity of L1 use and the length of L2 exposure and use. 8 
A different developmental situation with effects on L1 performance has 9 
been associated with heritage speakers (e.g. Montrul 2008, Polinsky 2011, Author 10 
C 2007, Pires & Author C 2009). Although it is hard to provide an exhaustive 11 
definition of heritage speakers to which all would subscribe (see for discussion 12 
Beaudrie & Fairclough 2012, Montrul 2008, Polinsky & Kagan 2007, Author C 13 
2009a), a typical case would be early bilinguals exposed to one language from 14 
birth, which happens to be different from the majority language and the main 15 
language of education in the society in which they grow up. Heritage speakers 16 
have been shown to differ from monolingual natives but also from second language 17 
learners in various interesting respects (Montrul 2004, 2008). Apart from lexical 18 
retrieval difficulties (see Ecke 2004 for heritage speakers; see Hulsen 2000, 19 
Montrul 2008, Schmid 2002, Schmid & Köpke 2008, Pavlenko 2003, 2004 for 20 
attriters), heritage speakers have been shown to exhibit difficulties in other areas 21 
of grammar (Montrul 2008, Polinsky 1997, 2007). A linguistic area most noticeably 22 
 4 
affected is inflectional morphology. Heritage speakers of grammatical gender 1 
languages produce a significant number of gender errors compared to 2 
monolinguals. For example, although monolingual Russian and Spanish-speaking 3 
children control gender marking by age 4 with almost 100% accuracy (with the 4 
exception of irregular and less frequent forms), Polinsky (2008) and Montrul  (2008) 5 
have shown that heritage speakers display high error rates ranging from 5% to 6 
25%. In the verbal domain, the tense system can also be affected. Heritage 7 
speakers of Spanish and Russian confuse aspectual distinctions between 8 
perfective and imperfective forms (Polinsky 2007, Silva-Corvalán 1994). Moreover, 9 
in reference to agreement and the distribution of null and overt subjects in null 10 
subject languages, it has been shown that this syntax-discourse interface 11 
phenomenon is also a vulnerable domain: Spanish and Russian heritage speakers 12 
have been found to overuse overt subjects in contexts where a null subject would 13 
be pragmatically more appropriate (Montrul 2004, Polinsky 2007, Author B et al. 14 
2004).  15 
As mentioned, L1 attrition usually affects non-core properties of the 16 
language.  We know that differences in heritage grammars are not solely confined 17 
to non-core areas per se although basic properties such as macro-parametric 18 
properties (e.g. basic word order, head-directionality and the like) seem unaffected. 19 
However, it is often the case that highly significant divergences are found in non-20 
core areas of grammar, for example, Montrul (2004) found that the discourse 21 
regulated distribution of null and overt subjects in heritage speakers of Spanish 22 
 5 
differs from monolingual norms in that  null and overt subjects are used  in contexts 1 
where they are pragmatically unexpected. Following Pires & Author C (2009), the 2 
question is whether this is a result of influence of bilingualism with English as the 3 
‘other’ language leading to morphosyntactic convergence (Montrul 2004) or 4 
whether it reflects, at least in part, higher use of overt subjects by the L1 attriters 5 
who provide heritage speakers their input.  If a similar pattern is shown in L1 6 
attrition, then some differences in heritage grammars might simply be reflective of 7 
the input provided to them by bilingual L1 attriters (cf. Sorace 2004, Author C 2007; 8 
Pascual y Cabo & Author C  2012 for similar argumentation and, e.g., Montrul & 9 
Walker Sánchez 2013; Pascual y Cabo 2013 for empirical support).  10 
Accordingly, an important theoretical question in the comparison between 11 
first language attriters and heritage speakers is whether the effects of 12 
crosslinguistic influence are similar in quality and in degree and whether the 13 
deviation from monolingual performance is persistent and permanent in both 14 
groups. In this respect, heritage speakers’ L1 acquisition has been characterized 15 
as ‘incomplete’ in that there are grammatical aspects of the L1 that have not 16 
developed at the appropriate level compared to monolingual age-matched peers 17 
(Montrul forth.). Although we take issue with the term ‘incomplete acquisition’2 for 18 
                                               
2 Our issue with the term incomplete acquisition to refer to heritage language differences 
is two-fold. First, it does not take into account possible input differences that heritage 
language speakers may be exposed to compared to monolingual children. In this case, the 
acquired grammar is complete insofar as the input properties are similar in quality and 
quantity for native grammatical development, since age of onset issues and age 
considerations with respect to cognitive development are similar. Secondly, we believe the 
 6 
child bilingual language development in typical, non-pathological cases and the 1 
adult competence that arises from it, it should be noted that this notion of 2 
‘incompleteness’ can only be relevant to early bilingualism as in the case of 3 
heritage speakers; L1 attriters, in contrast, are expected to have reached a mature 4 
state of L1 development which, through attrition, may show signs of L1-divergent 5 
performance. If similarities are found in heritage speakers’ and L1 attriters’ 6 
performance in adulthood, we believe that these argue in support of vulnerability 7 
in certain domains of language, leaving the question of competence 8 
(representation of grammar) vs. performance (the use of grammar in a given 9 
context) open.  Moreover, if similarities are found their underlying source is 10 
necessarily different. The L1 attrited grammar becomes different whereas the 11 
heritage speaker is different as a result of the environmental realities of their 12 
developmental path (see Putnam & Sánchez 2013). The common denominator in 13 
both cases is bilingualism and the differentiating factor is the age of onset of 14 
bilingualism. Thus, surface divergence from the monolingual grammar in the case 15 
of L1 attrition and heritage language can, in principle, reflect representational 16 
differences.  For attriters, it might very well be the case that the emerging 17 
divergence is only surface deep a matter of performance as opposed to a change 18 
                                               
term to be descriptively inaccurate. A truly incomplete grammar would be one that is not 
systematic for the domain that is claimed to have been incompletely acquired. This is not 
the case of heritage grammars, as might be the case for some properties in L2 grammars, 
labelled as such under the origin of the term from Schachter’s (1990) Incompleteness 
Hypothesis. If it were to be stable and ‘incomplete’ then it is, in principle, a different 
grammar. 
 7 
in mental representation whereas for heritage speakers a representational one.  1 
This is to be expected since the former is the byproduct of reduced input after a 2 
mature state of grammar has been reached whereas the latter is the result of input 3 
differences and continuous language contact in the developing grammars of the 4 
bilingual child. Although this is a central question in research comparing HS and 5 
L1 attriters, our experimental study cannot address the relevant distinction (see 6 
also fn. 1).  7 
Bringing together L1 attriters and the generation of speakers they provide 8 
input to, namely heritage speakers, as we do in the present study is especially 9 
interesting with respect to identifying sources of differences in development and 10 
ultimate attainment that characterize the mature state grammars of heritage 11 
speaker bilinguals (cf. Sorace 2004, Domínguez 2009, 2013, Pascual y Cabo 2013, 12 
Pascual y Cabo & Author C 2012, Pires & Author C 2009). In particular, the present 13 
study aims to examine the role of early vs. late bilingualism in HS and L1 attriters 14 
in a syntax-discourse phenomenon which has been shown to differentiate 15 
monolingual from bilingual speakers, namely pronominal resolution. In principle, 16 
two possibilities are envisaged with respect to the interaction between age of onset 17 
of bilingualism and pronominal resolution. According to the first, we expect stronger 18 
effects of the early bilingual experience of HS on pronominal resolution, giving rise 19 
to increased optionality in the interpretation of overt but also null subject pronouns. 20 
In this scenario, late bilinguals, namely L1 attriters, are expected to show 21 
bilingualism effects on overt pronouns only as a consequence of crosslinguistic 22 
 8 
influence from the non-null subject L2. The second possibility is that bilingualism 1 
will affect both HS and L1 attriters similarly, without any cumulative effects of age 2 
of onset differences, and only on overt pronoun resolution as previous literature 3 
suggests (Author B et al 2004). This is based on the assumption that there are no 4 
qualitative differences in the effects of early vs. late bilingualism at least insofar as 5 
syntax-discourse phenomena are concerned. The second possibility is also 6 
compatible with the linguistically-driven distinction in the features of overt and null 7 
pronouns which assume overt pronouns to be marked, and thus more vulnerable 8 
than the null option, which constitutes the default in null subject languages.  9 
The group of heritage speakers in our study consists of Greek-Swedish 10 
bilinguals with exposure to Greek in the home environment from birth and 11 
throughout childhood and adolescence. For some of them Greek literacy is also 12 
attained through language support classes. All participants in the heritage 13 
speakers’ group grew up in Sweden and had early (preschool) exposure to 14 
Swedish as their second language. They attended Swedish schools and consider 15 
themselves dominant in Swedish. The group of L1 attriters in our study includes 16 
first generation Greek immigrants who moved to Sweden as young adults. Their 17 
Swedish developed after they immigrated through interaction with native speakers 18 
in the L2 society and, for some of the participants, through Swedish language 19 
courses.  20 
The syntax-discourse phenomenon which is the focus of the present study 21 
is pronominal resolution in Greek in these two groups of Greek-Swedish bilinguals. 22 
 9 
Greek and Swedish differ in the null subject property: Greek is a typical null-subject 1 
language with overt pronouns being a ‘marked’ option dictated by discourse-2 
related features (see below) while Swedish requires subject pronouns to be overtly 3 
realized in finite clauses (e.g. Holmberg & Platzack 1995). Given the contrast in 4 
the value of the null subject option, the present study addresses two questions. 5 
First, we investigate the possibility of crosslinguistic influence (CI) from Swedish to 6 
Greek affecting the interpretation of overt subject pronouns. In particular, the 7 
expectation is that both L1 attriters and heritage speakers would show effects of 8 
Swedish subject properties onto Greek in the interpretation assigned to overt but 9 
not to null subjects, as previously reported for similar language combinations in 10 
Montrul 2004, Sorace & Filiaci 2009 and Author B et al. 2004. The underlying idea 11 
is that the syntactic availability of null and overt pronouns will not be affected by 12 
language contact in either group of bilinguals, but the interpretation assigned to 13 
overt pronouns, which is the overlapping option in Swedish and Greek, will become 14 
less sensitive to their Greek markedness feature of topic-shift. Accordingly, the 15 
interpretation of overt subject pronouns in the Greek of both bilingual groups will 16 
be open to topic-continuity and topic-shift options, as is the case in the ‘other’ 17 
language, Swedish. The second question our study seeks to address is a possible 18 
difference between heritage speakers and L1 attriters in the effects of CI in 19 
pronominal resolution. This difference is based on the early vs. late bilingualism of 20 
each group of Greek-Swedish participants. Specifically, the early acquired bilingual 21 
experience in the HS group in contrast with the late bilingual status of the attriters 22 
 10 
may show stronger effects of crosslinguistic influence on pronominal resolution in 1 
the HS group, extending to attrition in the interpretation of null subject pronouns as 2 
well. More specifically, if the age-of-onset of exposure to bilingualism turns out to 3 
play an important role in the two groups heritage speakers will not be experiencing 4 
‘attrition’ affecting monolingual Greek but an early established bilingual Greek 5 
system with lower sensitivity to markedness features on overt pronouns from the 6 
start. Furthermore, we expect differences between HS and monolingual speakers 7 
of Greek to be greater than between L1 attriters and monolingual controls.  We 8 
also expect that any link to differences in the heritage speakers possibly stemming 9 
from emerging attrition effects in the input would also favor the above-described 10 
predictions, again because the attriters had reached a mature state that is now 11 
being eroded whereas the heritage speakers might never have reached a state 12 
comparable to the monolinguals (cf. Shin and Cairns 2009)3.  In other words, a 13 
change from what was once a monolingual grammar as is the case of L1 attrition, 14 
should show less divergence than a bilingual grammar with a mature state that has 15 
                                               
3 Shin and Cairns’ (2009) study of monolingual Mexican children shows that the switch 
reference properties of null and overt pronoun in Mexican Spanish are acquired very late, 
namely around the age of 15. As an anonymous reviewer points out, if this number of years 
of input is required for monolinguals to attain adult-like performance, HS are expected to 
systematically differ from monolingual and attriters whose input has been sustained during 
the relevant period of time. Although this may indeed be a matter of input, it is equally likely 
that it is a combination of input and age effects on cognitive development affecting 
language processing. In our study all participants are adult, so the input question for 
interface-related phenomena remains a possible explanation. Still, the lateness of the 
phenomenon indicates that it is not an instance of incomplete grammars (Author B 2014). 
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 11 
always been qualitatively different from monolinguals whether or not the heritage 1 
speaker performance correlates to input produced under L1 attrition. 2 
 3 
2. Overt and null subject pronouns 4 
The distribution and interpretation of subject pronouns in null subject languages 5 
has received considerable attention in theoretical and experimental literature (see 6 
Sorace 2011 for a review). Carminati’s (2002) analysis of the distribution of 7 
pronouns in null subject languages invokes a structural bias, the Position of 8 
Antecedent Strategy (PAS). Accordingly, the resolution of intra-sentential 9 
anaphora involves distinct biases for null and overt subject pronouns. The null 10 
pronoun prefers an antecedent which is in the canonical subject position i.e., in the 11 
Spec IP position, whereas the overt pronoun prefers an antecedent which is not in 12 
the Spec IP position. Her hypothesis was verified by a series of on line and off line 13 
experiments with monolingual adult Italian learners. Similar findings were also 14 
verified by Sorace & Filiaci (2006) for Italian and by Mayol (2012) for Spanish. 15 
Meanwhile, other L1 studies report that overt subject pronouns do not 16 
necessarily exhibit a bias towards a less prominent antecedent such as the DP 17 
object (see Filiaci 2008 for Spanish), or even that no noticeable patterns are 18 
attested suggesting a more flexible nature of overt pronoun assignment (see Geber 19 
2006 for Romanian, Costa et al. 2004 for Brazilian Portuguese and Meridor 2006 20 
for Hebrew). Additionally, where ambiguity is not at stake, monolingual speakers 21 
are shown to disregard the typical antecedent assignment strategies (Ferreira & 22 
 12 
Patson 2007) implying that the processing load of coordinating syntactic and 1 
pragmatic information could be relieved with the use of an overt pronoun (Sorace 2 
et al. 2009).  3 
 Pronominal resolution has been one of the most studied interface 4 
phenomena in monolingual and bilingual speakers. The motivation for this 5 
research stems from the idea that interfaces have been shown to be vulnerable 6 
domains in language development and language attrition (Platzack 2001, Müller & 7 
Hulk 2001, Sorace & Filiaci 2006, Author B et al. 2004) more so than purely 8 
grammatical aspects of language (Sorace 2004, Author B 2007, Schmid 2009). 9 
Interfaces require the coordination of different types of information rendering the 10 
interpretational demands more complex and subject to degrees of preference 11 
instead of categorical judgments in monolingual and bilingual speakers (Author B 12 
& Sorace 2006). Pronominal resolution and reference assignment, in general, 13 
presuppose the processing of grammatical and discourse information. Similarly, 14 
identifying the appropriate antecedent for a pronoun presupposes sensitivity to 15 
morphological and structural information (Carminati 2002) as well as developed 16 
pragmatics (Sperber & Wilson 2004). In null subject languages the availability of 17 
overt and null pronouns is a grammatical property. The appropriate choice for the 18 
subject pronoun, however, is regulated by discourse factors, such as topic-19 
continuity, topic-shift and emphasis. In the context of first language attrition or 20 
bilingualism the overt pronoun appears to be overused in contexts of topic-21 
continuity where the monolingual speaker would prefer to use a null subject (Author 22 
 13 
B et al. 2004, Sorace 2011 and references therein). Interestingly, the overt pronoun 1 
is overused even when the two languages are both null subject languages, as 2 
shown in Spanish-Italian bilingual production (Filiaci et al. 2013, Serratrice et al. 3 
2011). Although this effect points to pronoun overuse as an effect of bilingualism 4 
rather than crosslinguistic influence, it is crucial to point out that the distribution of 5 
null vs. overt subject pronouns is not identical even among null subject languages 6 
(Iraola Azpiroz & Ezeizabarrena Segurola  2011, Mayol 2012). This raises the 7 
possibility that crosslinguistic influence may surface as the overuse of a more 8 
‘marked’ overt pronoun in one language to its relaxed markedness status in the 9 
other. 10 
Pronominal resolution may also undergo attrition effects in non-null subject 11 
languages. Wilson (2009) examined anaphoric dependencies in German with 12 
personal and demonstrative pronouns in subject position. The division of labour 13 
between them is similar to that of null and overt subject pronouns in null subject 14 
languages. Wilson tested native, advanced L2 speakers, and potentially attrited 15 
German speakers who were resident in the UK.  She found that anaphoric 16 
dependencies involving personal pronouns are stable, whereas those involving 17 
demonstratives are more indeterminate. Attrited German speakers’ preferences for 18 
the antecedents of demonstratives show variability and divergence compared to 19 
monolingual Germans meaning either no clear preference, or a preference for a 20 
subject antecedent with strength of preference dependent on length of residence 21 
in the UK.  22 
 14 
 1 
3. Pronominal resolution in Greek: previous experimental studies 2 
Greek is a null subject language exhibiting similar, but not identical, interpretation 3 
properties for overt and null subject pronouns with other null subject languages 4 
such as Italian and Spanish. The preferences in the interpretation of overt and null 5 
subjects in Greek have been examined in a number of different populations such 6 
as L1 attrited speakers, monolingual children and monolingual adults. The 7 
theoretical accounts presented below converge on the attribution of different 8 
interpretations to null and overt subject pronouns for native Greek monolingual 9 
speakers. As this is essentially the background information we need to evaluate 10 
the results from our study with HS and L1 attriters, we will be brief in our 11 
presentation of the alternative theoretical approaches.   12 
Dimitriadis’s (1996) analysis argues for a Centering Theory account on the 13 
basis of corpus data on pronominal subjects. In his approach, the centering model 14 
establishes the anaphoric relationships and their effect on the interlocutors’ 15 
attention. Specifically, the centers are the available antecedents for the 16 
subsequent utterance that formulate the forward looking centers list (Cf-list). The 17 
ranking within the Cf-list is argued to be language dependent; the null pronouns of 18 
Greek subjects tend to select as their antecedent the highest-ranked center that 19 
has compatible grammatical and agentivity features, while overt pronouns are 20 
incompatible with the preferred center (Cp), regardless of its features, instead 21 
antecedents lower in the list appear to be better candidates. In other words, 22 
 15 
Dimitriadis (1996) suggests that the interpretation of pronouns is partly dependent 1 
on grammaticized properties of individual pronouns. 2 
Miltsakaki (2007) examined the interpretation of null and overt subject 3 
pronouns in Greek in relation to argument ordering; SVO and OVS sentences with 4 
agent-patient combinations were included. Participants had to complete a second 5 
sentence whose first word was an overt pronoun. The data showed a strong 6 
preference for the overt pronoun to pick the patient-object antecedent irrespective 7 
of the word order. The participants were also given the option of introducing the 8 
subject (overt or null) on their own. The data showed that the patient-object 9 
reference was used in 52% of the responses, and the agent-subject reference in 10 
48% of the responses. Miltsakaki's study also provided evidence for a processing 11 
distinction between main and subordinate clauses finding that in the main clause 12 
continuations the null subjects preferred the subject referent and the overt 13 
pronouns the object referent. This pattern was not replicated with subordinate 14 
clause continuations where null subjects preferred the object rather than the 15 
subject referent.  16 
In L1 attrition studies, the distribution of pronouns controlled by discourse 17 
features such as Focus and Topic Shift has been addressed on the hypothesis that 18 
attrition effects show up as optionality in the feature-specification on overt subject 19 
pronoun use. Author B et al. (2004), in particular, investigated forward and 20 
backward anaphora resolution in adult native speakers of Italian (with near-native 21 
L2 English) using an off-line sentence picture matching task. The findings showed 22 
 16 
that in sentences with forward anaphora, when the subject of the subordinate 1 
clause was a null pronoun, participants preferred to interpret it as the subject of the 2 
main clause. In contrast, when the subject of the subordinate clause was an overt 3 
pronoun, participants strongly preferred to interpret it as referring to a new referent. 4 
In sentences with backward anaphora, when the subject of the subordinate clause 5 
was a null pronoun, participants allowed for either the subject or the object of the 6 
main clause as a possible referent. However, when the embedded subject was an 7 
overt pronoun, participants showed a strong preference for the matrix object to be 8 
the referent of the pronoun. Note that the Greek participants in Author B et al. 9 
(2004) did not differ significantly from non-attrited controls although their 10 
preferences for subject or object antecedents were weaker than those of the 11 
controls. The difference between Greek and Italian attriters was attributed to the 12 
difference in the status of the overt pronoun in each language; in Greek the overt 13 
subject pronoun is the demonstrative which can assume anaphoric function 14 
whereas in Italian this is not the case.  15 
In a more recent study, Papadopoulou, Peristeri, Plemenou, Marinis & 16 
Author B (in press) tested the interpretation of null and overt subject pronouns in 17 
Greek speaking 10-11 year old children and adults using an on-line self-paced 18 
listening task as well as an off-line sentence-picture matching task. Since this task 19 
is the one used in the present study, presentation of the experimental conditions 20 
and materials is found in the following sections. The main findings with respect to 21 
the monolingual populations tested in Papadopoulou et al. (in press) is that the 22 
 17 
interpretation of overt subject pronouns is similar in children and adults, i.e. 1 
showing a strong preference for the object antecedent. On the other hand, children 2 
differed from adults in the interpretation of null subject pronouns. In particular, 3 
children showed no strong preference for either the subject or the object 4 
antecedent while the adults showed a strong subject antecedent preference. The 5 
analysis proposed is based on the idea that while the overt pronoun is the marked 6 
option and as such its use implies topic-shift the null subject option is unmarked in 7 
the grammar and as such its interpretation is open to either antecedent. Adults 8 
regulate their interpretative options by assigning a subject antecedent preference 9 
to null subject pronouns as an economy strategy on pronominal resolution. 10 
Specifically, given that overt pronouns are the ‘marked’ option signaling a switch 11 
in topic, null subjects are preferred as the elsewhere condition which in this case 12 
is topic-continuity. The children’s non-adult performance in the interpretation of null 13 
subject is thus viewed as a delay in the development of a strong parsing preference 14 
even at the age of 10-11, rather than a delay in the grammar or the relevant 15 
interface features of topic (shift/continuity) or focus. 16 
 17 
4. The Study  18 
In the present study we compare two adult bilingual groups, first language attriters 19 
and heritage speakers of Greek in their ability to interpret subject pronouns in 20 
contexts where the matrix subject, the matrix object or a third referent is available 21 
in the picture presented. As discussed in Section 2 above, the null subject option 22 
 18 
in Greek is the default option looking for an established topic in the preceding 1 
discourse as the preferred antecedent. The subject antecedent preference is 2 
theoretically and empirically grounded on the basis of monolingual adult native 3 
speaker data. On the other hand, the overt subject pronoun is discoursally 'marked' 4 
(Cardinaletti & Starke 2001, Montalbetti 1984). As such non-subject antecedents 5 
are expected to be preferred in the case of overt subject pronoun use. Given 6 
previous evidence from Author B et al.’s (2004) study on L1 attrition we expect any 7 
differences between monolingual and bilingual groups to be more evident in the 8 
interpretation of overt pronouns. Although in the offline study in Author B et al 9 
(2004) Greek attriters did not show a significant difference from monolingual 10 
controls, the present study is methodologically different. Apart from being an online 11 
self-paced listening study, each sentence is matched (or not) with one picture at a 12 
time (Papadopoulou et al. 2014). In Author B et al. (2004), all three options (Subject, 13 
Object or Other) were presented simultaneously to the participant and more than 14 
one of the three could be selected as appropriate choices. This method 15 
encourages optionality and participants’ preferences are weakened making any 16 
difference between controls and attriters less pronounced.  17 
Furthermore, unlike the online data on monolingual children 18 
(Papadopoulou et al. 2008) which reveal a delay in showing a subject antecedent 19 
preference for null subject pronouns L1 attriters and heritage speakers are 20 
expected to show variability in the interpretation of the overt rather than the null 21 
pronoun since subject prominence as a processing strategy should already be in 22 
 19 
place. On the other hand, if reduced input quantity in the early language 1 
development of heritage speakers compared to L1 attriters has qualitative effects 2 
on judgments, preferences and intuitions about pronominal reference it is possible 3 
that HS will show  variability not only in the overt subject but in the null subject 4 
pronoun too allowing for more object antecedents than L1 attriters  5 
 6 
4.1 Experiment 1: Self-paced listening task with overt pronouns 7 
4.1.1 Experimental Design: Materials & Procedure 8 
The self-paced listening experiment includes a sentence-picture matching task 9 
which aims to test pronoun resolution in Greek. The experiment consists of 10 10 
practice sentences, 10 experimental sentences, 30 experimental pictures, 30 filler 11 
sentences, and 30 filler pictures. The target sentences include a main clause, in 12 
which two referents are introduced, and an adverbial clause the subject of which 13 
was overt as in (1) below: 14 
 15 
(1)  I γiaγia / xeretise / tin kopela / otan / afti / pernuse / to δromo. 16 
the-FEM old-lady-FEM / greeted-3S / the-FEM girl-FEM / when / she / 17 
cross- PAST-3S / the street 18 
‘The old-lady greeted the girl when she crossed the street.’ 19 
 20 
 20 
In the example above the overt subject pronoun of the adverbial clause, afti, could 1 
be construed as coreferential with the subject or the object of the main clause. In 2 
all the test items the noun phrases in subject and object position, were of the same 3 
gender so that the overt pronoun could in principle refer to either.  The slashes 4 
indicate the way the sentence was divided into segments. The critical segment was 5 
the subject pronoun of the subordinate clause. The participants were shown a 6 
picture presented on the computer screen at the onset of the first auditory segment 7 
and started listening to the sentences in a segment-by-segment fashion. The 8 
participants controlled the onset of the listening of each segment by pressing a 9 
button on the keyboard. At the end of the sentence the picture was substituted with 10 
a question mark “?” on the computer screen. At this point the participant was asked 11 
to indicate whether the sentence they listened to matched the picture or not by 12 
pressing one of the two pre-specified buttons on the keyboard. The button press 13 
recorded the participants’ answer choice and also their RT for this decision. The 14 
experiment lasted approximately 20-30 minutes (depending on the age of the 15 
participants).  Each experimental sentence was matched to three different pictures. 16 
The pictures depicted the action presented in the adverbial clause and each picture 17 
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provided a different interpretation: in one picture the actor was the subject of the 1 
main clause, in the second the actor was the object of the main clause, and in the 2 
third picture the actor was a third referent. Three lists were created, each 3 
containing the 10 experimental and the 30 filler sentences. In each list, the 4 
experimental sentences were matched to one of the three pictures. In each list, the 5 
choice of antecedent depicted in the picture was rotated. Thus, each antecedent 6 
option was presented at least three times for each participant with one of the 7 
options (subject, object or third referent) presented four times in each list. Each 8 
participant encountered only one of the three lists (see example): 9 
 10 
[Insert Picture Set] 11 
 12 
4.1.2 Participants 13 
Ninety-one adult speakers of Greek were included in this study. There were two 14 
experimental groups and two control groups.  There was an experimental group of 15 
HS and another including L1 attriters. The HS group consists of 30 adult Greek-16 
Swedish bilinguals (sixteen female) of Greek origin and born in Sweden. They 17 
attended monolingual Swedish education along with Greek language-support 18 
classes (Saturday school) throughout their childhood and adolescence. They 19 
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reported that even though they speak predominantly Greek with family members, 1 
they use both languages on a daily basis. At the time of testing, the mean age was 2 
29 years (range: 19-34 years old). The majority of the participants (n=22) had 3 
university degrees from Swedish institutions. At the time of testing, twenty-five of 4 
the heritage speakers still lived in Sweden while five of them had recently moved 5 
to Greece to receive intensive language courses in Greek4.  6 
The L1 attriters’ group includes 25 adult native speakers of Greek (nine 7 
female) born and raised in Greece, who immigrated to Sweden during adulthood. 8 
They learnt Swedish through interaction with native speakers of the language and 9 
half of them attended Swedish language courses as well upon arrival in the L2 10 
community (the duration and frequency of the courses varied greatly among 11 
participants). They reported that they use Greek (L1) predominantly at home and 12 
Swedish (L2) when socializing in the L2-community. The attriters have been living 13 
in Sweden for 31 years in average (range: 25-44 years). At the time of testing, the 14 
mean age was 59 years (range: 55-65). It is noteworthy that these participants 15 
meet the external conditions for L1 attrition since their length of residence in the 16 
L2-community is well over the minimum of 6 years that has been assumed in other 17 
studies (e.g. Author B et al. 2004). They thus resemble attrition cases studied in 18 
Schmid (2002) with much lengthier stay in the L2-community. The majority of the 19 
participants (n=14) had completed secondary education, three participants had 20 
                                               
4 The period of residence in Greece was two to three months as they were all students in 
an Erasmus visit to a Greek university. 
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only finished primary school and the remaining eight participants had obtained a 1 
university degree before immigration.  2 
Two groups of monolingual speakers of Greek were included for control 3 
purposes. The younger control group (n=18) matched the mean age of the heritage 4 
speakers’ group (12 females) and the older control group (n=18) that of the attriters’ 5 
group (9 females). While recruiting the monolingual participants we took into 6 
account their educational background in order to match them with the profiles of 7 
the participants in the experimental groups.  8 
 9 
4.1.3 Predictions 10 
Our predictions are based on the following theoretical and empirical background 11 
assumptions. We assume that the syntax-discourse interface is a vulnerable 12 
domain in cases of language contact (Sorace & Filiaci 2006, Author B et al. 2004, 13 
Author B & Sorace 2006). The idea is that interface phenomena are not fully 14 
determined by syntactic computations nor do they trigger categorical judgments 15 
even in monolingual adult native speakers. Instead, these phenomena are subject 16 
to preferences affected by a) morphosyntactic options, e.g. null vs. overt subject 17 
pronouns, personal vs. demonstrative pronouns (Wilson 2009, Wilson et al. 2009), 18 
b) syntactic context e.g. intrasentential vs. intersentential anaphora (Peristeri 2010), 19 
adverbial vs. complement clauses (Miltsakaki 2003), c) directionality of anaphora 20 
(forward or backward; Author B et al. 2004 and d) lexical and discourse properties 21 
such as plausibility and frequency factors. Successful integration of all the above 22 
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properties gives rise to preferences as these are found in monolingual adult native 1 
speaker data. The interface status of syntax-discourse phenomena opens up the 2 
possibility of differences from the monolingual adult grammar in their use by L1 3 
children, L2 adult speakers, bilingual children and L1 attrited adult speakers (Gürel 4 
2004, Papadopoulou et al. 2008, Sorace & Filiaci 2006, Sorace 2011 and 5 
references therein).  6 
The current study concentrates on null and overt subject pronominal 7 
interpretation in adverbial clauses in forward anaphora contexts. The study seeks 8 
to address the comparison between heritage and L1 attrited speakers of Greek 9 
with Swedish as the other language. Swedish is a non-null subject language which 10 
uses the same form of personal pronoun to refer to subject and non-subject 11 
antecedents in the syntactic contexts included in the present study (e.g. (2)). 12 
However, a demonstrative pronoun can be used too although it is considered 13 
marked and of the written/high register mostly (e.g. (3)). In this case, the referent 14 
is necessarily that of the object antecedent5: 15 
 16 
(2)  Den unge mannen hälsade på den äldre herren när han gick över gatan 17 
  The young man    greeted the old   man when he crossed the street 18 
“The young man i greeted the old man j when hei/j crossed the street.” 19 
  20 
                                               
5  We are grateful to Prof. K. Boklund-Lagopoulou for providing us with the Swedish 
examples. 
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(3) Den unge mannen hälsade på den äldre herren när denne gick över gatan 1 
The young man     greeted       the old     man when he-DEM crossed the 2 
street 3 
 “The young man i greeted the old man j when hej crossed the street.” 4 
 5 
On the basis of the previous extensive literature in the domain of pronominal 6 
resolution in bilinguals, we predict that both groups will differ from monolingual 7 
adult native speakers of Greek in the interpretation of overt subject pronouns (Exp. 8 
1). Accordingly, both groups will allow more subject antecedents as possible 9 
referents of the overt subject pronoun compared to the control group. On the other 10 
hand, null subject pronouns are not expected to show differences between the 11 
experimental groups (Exp. 2) unless an effect of early vs. late bilingualism is 12 
relevant. Specifically, L1 attriters and heritage speakers should be similar to L1 13 
controls on the basis of previous relevant findings in adult L1 attrition (Author B et 14 
al. 2004). Our assumption is that null pronouns, being the default choice in the 15 
grammar, will not differ from monolingual controls in their interpretation as there is 16 
no overlap with the L2, Swedish, which is not a null subject language. If heritage 17 
speaker’s grammars, however, are different from L1 attriters’ due to the effect of 18 
early bilingualism it is possible that heritage speakers will differ from L1 attriters 19 
showing a weaker preference for subject antecedents for null subject pronouns  as 20 
suggested by Montrul’s (2004) findings. If it turns out that the two bilingual groups 21 
differ in the interpretation of null pronouns, the result will be consistent with 22 
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accounts supporting age of onset effects in bilingual grammars. If the two groups 1 
do not differ, however, the effects of bilingualism on the interpretation of subject 2 
pronouns is shown to leave the non-overlapping pronominal option, namely the 3 
overt subject pronoun, unaffected in early and late bilinguals alike. 4 
With respect to response times on the matching task in the overt pronoun 5 
experiment we predict that L1 controls should be faster than the other two groups 6 
as their decision to match an overt pronoun with a non-topic antecedent should be 7 
lexically driven as part of the feature specification of the overt subject pronoun 8 
while no difference is expected in the null pronoun condition In the null pronoun 9 
experiment there could be a difference between the two bilingual groups only 10 
insofar as the younger age of heritage speakers may be associated with faster 11 
decision times compared to attriters. If age plays a role in response times, we 12 
expect differences between younger and older monolingual controls in response 13 
times too. Possible differences between the two control groups and the two 14 
bilingual groups in response times could be due to a delay that bilingualism may 15 
add to the age factor. We thus expect slowest decision times in L1 attriters and 16 
fastest in young monolingual controls. Heritage speakers should pattern with L1 17 
attriters in the overt pronoun condition with subject or object antecedents. 18 
 19 
4.1.4 Results 20 
The variable examined was the type of the reference; subject, object and other. 21 
The data obtained included (a) off-line sentence-picture matching preference (b) 22 
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response times on the data in (a) and (c) on-line listening times for the overt subject 1 
pronoun of the subordinate clause (5th segment). In each data set we performed 2 
MANOVAs testing the group factor and repeated measures ANOVAs with 3 
reference (Subject vs. Object vs. Other) as the within subjects variable. The 4 
MANOVA comparisons showed that the group factor (Heritage Speakers, Attriters, 5 
Young Monolinguals, Older Monolinguals) interacts with the reference type in the 6 
matching task (F(9, 664) = 4.018, p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.879, partial η2 = .042). An 7 
interaction was also identified with regard to the answer RTs (F(9, 664) = 27.091, 8 
p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.467, partial η2 = .224) and the listening times on the subject 9 
pronoun of the subordinate clause (F(9, 664) = 6.883, p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.805, 10 
partial η2 = .070). First we present the data from the sentence picture matching 11 
preferences for each group. A score of 100 was given when the participant replied 12 
that the picture matched the sentence and a score of 0 when the participant replied 13 
that the picture did not match the sentence. Figure 1 shows the participants’ scores 14 
per group and condition. 15 
 16 
[INSERT Figure 1] 17 
 18 
All groups, both target and control show a significant effect of reference (Heritage: 19 
F(2,178)=33.709, p<.001p<.001, Attriters: F(2,148)=24.399, p<.001, Young 20 
Monolinguals: F(2,58)=33.673, p<.001& Older Monolinguals: F(2,52)=12.419, 21 
p<.001). To elaborate further on the preferences per referent for the matching task 22 
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in our data set we performed dependent-samples t-tests. The comparisons 1 
showed that the target groups differentiated all referents (HS: Subject vs. Object 2 
t(89)= 4.545, p<.001, Subject vs. Other t(89)= 3.567, p=.001, Object vs. Other 3 
t(89)= 8.499, p<.001; Attriters: Subject vs. Object t(74)= 3.344, p=.001, Subject vs. 4 
Other t(74)= 3.709, p<.001, Object vs. Other t(74)= 6.772,p<.001), while the 5 
monolingual control groups did not differentiate between the Subject and the Other 6 
referents (Young Monolinguals: Subject vs. Object t(59)= 7.303, p<.001, Object vs. 7 
Other t(59)= 7.303, p<.001; Older Monolinguals: Subject vs. Object t(53)= 8 
4.176,p<.001, Object vs. Other t(53)= 4.558, p<.001).  9 
With regard to the between-group comparisons, we find that heritage 10 
speakers and attriters differ only in their preference for the Other referent with 11 
attriters showing a higher preference (F(1,99)=4.021, p=.048). Additionally, we 12 
performed repeated measures ANOVAs and independent-samples t-tests to 13 
compare the target and control groups’ preferences. The comparisons showed that 14 
only in the Subject condition did the heritage speakers and attriters differ from their 15 
age-matched controls with both bilingual groups showing higher preference scores 16 
than controls (Heritage speakers vs. Young Monolinguals: F(1,59)=16.917, p<.001, 17 
t(1,48)= 4.093, p<.001; Attriters vs. Older Monolinguals: F(1,53)=5.408, p=.024, 18 
t(1,27)= 3.143, p=.002). This is due to the fact that both HS and attriters allow 19 
coreference between the overt pronoun and the subject antecedent significantly 20 
more than monolingual controls. 21 
The RTs for the matching task are displayed in Figure 2. 22 
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 1 
[INSERT Figure 2] 2 
 3 
All groups, both target and control ones show a significant effect of reference (HS: 4 
F(2,178)=78.915, p<.001, Attriters: F(2,148)=10.222, p<.001, Young 5 
Monolinguals: F(2,58)=42.701, p<.001 & Older Monolinguals: F(2,52)=33.542, 6 
p<.001). The dependent-samples t-test comparisons showed that all groups 7 
differentiated all referents with the exception of Subject vs. Other referent for 8 
attriters; for the bilingual groups the longer RTs are found in the subject and other 9 
referents while for monolinguals the longer RTs are found in the subject condition 10 
and the shorter in the other condition for the young group and the object condition 11 
for the older group  (HS: Subject vs. Object t(89)= 10.590, p<.001, Subject vs. 12 
Other t(89)= 8.319, p<.001, Object vs. Other t(89)= 4.193, p<.001; Attriters: 13 
Subject vs. Object t(74)= 2.991, p=.004, Object vs. Other t(74)= 4.557, p<.001; 14 
Young Monolinguals: Subject vs. Object t(59)= 7.794, p<.001, Subject vs. Other 15 
t(59)= 8.960, p<.001, Object vs. Other t(59)= 2.405, p=.019; Older Monolinguals: 16 
Subject vs. Object t(53)= 8.258, p<.001, Subject vs. Other t(53)= 4.788, p<.001, 17 
Object vs. Other t(53)= 2.190, p=.033).  18 
With regard to the between target-group comparisons, we find that heritage 19 
speaker and attriters differ only in the Subject referent condition in which the HS 20 
group is slower to respond (F(1,74)=82.974, p<.001, t(163)= 7.423, p<.001). 21 
Younger and older monolinguals differ in the Other referent condition 22 
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(F(1,59)=12.506, p=.001). Additionally, the comparisons between heritage 1 
speakers and young monolinguals showed significant effects on Subject and Other 2 
referents and a marginal significance on the Object referent (Subject: 3 
F(1,59)=129.778, p<.001, t(148)= 7.865, p<.001; Object: F(1,59)=3.332, p=.073, 4 
t(148)= 2.535, p=.012; Other: F(1,59)=68.039, p<.001, t(178)= 9.313, p<.001). 5 
Meanwhile, the comparisons between attriters and older monolinguals showed 6 
significant effects on the Object and Other referents only (Object: F(1,53)=8.213, 7 
p=.006, t(127)= 2.986, p=.003; Other: F(1,71)=43.093, p<.001, t(170)= 6.150, 8 
p<.001).  9 
The listening times on the subject pronoun of the subordinate clause are 10 
displayed in Figure 3: 11 
 12 
[INSERT Figure 3] 13 
 14 
Even though monolinguals do not show any variation in their listening times on the 15 
pronoun in the subordinate clause, heritage speakers and attriters show a 16 
significant effect of reference (HS: F(2,178)=5.115, p=.007, Attriters: 17 
F(2,148)=4.169, p=.017). Moreover, the dependent-samples t-test comparisons 18 
showed that heritage speakers and attriters differentiate marginally between 19 
Subject and Object referents (Heritage: t(89)= 1.811, p=.073; Attriters: t(74)= 1.804, 20 
p=.075) being slower in the Object condition and significantly between Object and 21 
Other referents (Heritage: t(89)= 2.836, p=.006; Attriters: t(74)= 2.509, p=.014).  22 
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With regard to the between group comparisons, we find that heritage 1 
speakers and attriters do not differ in their listening times per referent. Additionally, 2 
the comparisons between heritage speakers and young monolinguals showed 3 
significant effects on all referents with heritage speakers showing shorter listening 4 
times on the critical segment (Subject: F(1,59)=9.297, p=.003, t(148)= 2.336, 5 
p<.001; Object: F(1,59)=6.868, p=.011; Other: F(1,59)=20.411, p<.001, t(178)= 6 
3.463, p=.001). The same is true for the comparisons between attriters and older 7 
monolinguals (Subject: F(1,53)=24.346, p<.001, t(127)= 3.409, p=.001; Object: 8 
F(1,53)=8.517, p=.005; Other: F(1,71)=28.672, p<.001, t(170)= 3.975, p<.001). 9 
Note, however, that in the independent-samples t-test comparisons for the Object 10 
referent we did not get a significance effect, which shows that the differences in 11 
listening times were not major in this condition.  12 
To summarize the results from Experiment 1 testing overt subject 13 
pronominal resolution, the most relevant findings with respect to our predictions 14 
concern the tendency of both bilingual groups, namely heritage speakers and 15 
attriters, to accept a subject antecedent for the overt subject pronoun. These 16 
results confirm previous studies showing differences in overt pronoun 17 
interpretation between monolinguals and bilinguals. Notice that no significant 18 
differences were found in the listening times of the two target groups indicating that 19 
even at the online processing level the two bilingual groups appear quite similar 20 
and different from the two control groups. 21 
 22 
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4.2 Experiment 2: Null Pronoun Anaphora Resolution 1 
4.2.1 Experimental Design 2 
The participants, the materials and the procedure of Experiment 2 were exactly the 3 
same as those of Experiment 1. Experiment 2 examines the resolution of null 4 
subject pronouns.The target sentences consist of a main clause, in which two 5 
referents were introduced, and an adverbial clause the subject of which was null 6 
as in (4) below: 7 
 8 
 (4) O papus / milise / δinata / ston egono tu / otan / pro δiavaze / ena vivlio.  9 
the-MASC old-man / spoke-3S / loudly / to his grand-child-MASC / when / 10 
pro read-PAST-3S / a book 11 
‘The old-man spoke loudly to his grandchild when he read a book.’ 12 
 13 
In (4), the null subject of the adverbial clause is usually associated with topic-14 
continuity and is thus construed as coreferential with the matrix subject, o papus.   15 
 16 
4.2.2 Predictions 17 
As pointed out in 4.1.3, L1 attrition should not affect the interpretation of null subject 18 
pronouns given previous findings (Author B et al 2004). On the other hand, 19 
predictions about heritage speakers’ matching decisions on null subject pronouns 20 
may be contradictory. One possibility is that the interpretation of null subject 21 
pronouns by heritage speakers should follow the pattern of L1 attriters which is not 22 
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different from monolingual native controls (Sorace 2011 and references therein). 1 
The other possibility, based on Montrul’s (2004) study, suggests differences 2 
between heritage speakers and monolingual controls in the overuse of null 3 
subjects in contexts where they are considered illicit due to a change of referent in 4 
the discourse, i.e. in topic-shift contexts. According to Montrul’s study, we can thus 5 
predict that heritage speakers will show a weaker preference for subject 6 
antecedents for null subject pronouns than monolingual controls and they will also 7 
differ from L1 attriters. The latter distinction could be argued to stem from the early 8 
bilingualism of the heritage speakers compared to the late bilingualism of L1 9 
attriters. Response times on the matching task are expected to be shorter for L1 10 
controls than for the other two groups due to the competition effects that we 11 
assume is caused by bilingualism. However, the age difference between heritage 12 
speakers and L1 attriters is predicted to have an effect on response times where 13 
the former group is expected to be faster than the attriters.  14 
 15 
4.2.3 Results 16 
As in Experiment 1, the variable examined in Exp. 2 was type of reference; Subject, 17 
Object and Other. The data obtained included (a) off-line sentence-picture 18 
matching preference (b) response times on the data in (a) and (c) on-line listening 19 
times for the verb of the subordinate clause (5th segment). In each data set we 20 
performed Manovas testing the group factor and repeated measures ANOVAs with 21 
reference (Subject vs. Object vs. Other) as the within subjects variable. The 22 
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MANOVA comparisons showed that the group factor (Heritage Speakers, Attriters, 1 
Young Monolinguals, Older Monolinguals) interacts with reference type in the 2 
matching task (F(9, 664) = 3.222, p=.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.901, partial η2 = .034). An 3 
interaction was also identified with regard to the answer RTs (F(9, 664) = 26.436, 4 
p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.475, partial η2 = .220) and the listening times on the verb of 5 
the subordinate clause (F(9, 664) = 8.896, p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.758, partial η2 = 6 
.088).. First we present the data from the sentence picture matching preferences 7 
for each group.  8 
Figure 4 shows the participants’ scores per group and condition. 9 
 10 
[INSERT Figure 4] 11 
 12 
All groups, both target and control ones show a significant effect of reference 13 
(Heritage: F(2,178)=27.774, p<.001, Attriters: F(2,148)=13.475, p<.001, Young 14 
Monolinguals: F(2,58)=76.690, p<.001 & Older Monolinguals: F(2,52)=14.267, 15 
p<.001). Moreover, the dependent-samples t-test comparisons showed that all 16 
participants differentiate between referents showing a preference for the subject 17 
referent with the exception of Older monolinguals in the Subject vs. Object 18 
comparison (Heritage: Subject vs. Object t(89)= 2.096, p=.039, Subject vs. Other 19 
t(89)= 6.895, p<.001, Object vs. Other t(89)= 5.262, p<.001; Attriters: Subject vs. 20 
Object t(74)= 2.169, p=.033, Subject vs. Other t(74)= 5.117, p<.001, Object vs. 21 
Other t(74)= 2.933, p=.004; Young Monolinguals: Subject vs. Object t(59)= 7.055, 22 
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p<.001, Subject vs. Other t(59)= 12.216, p<.001, Object vs. Other t(59)= 2.688, 1 
p=.009; Older Monolinguals: Subject vs. Other t(53)= 5.148, p<.001, Object vs. 2 
Other t(53)= 3.802, p<.001).  3 
With regard to the between group comparisons, both heritage speakers 4 
and attriters differ only in the Other referent condition with attriters showing a 5 
higher preference score (F(1,74)=4.063, p=.047). The independent-samples t-6 
tests also showed a marginal differentiation between the target groups in the 7 
Object (t(218)= 1.777, p=.077) and Other referents (t(163)= 1.772, p=.048). 8 
Additionally, the comparisons between heritage speakers and young monolinguals 9 
showed significant effects on the Subject and Object referents (Subject: t(148)= 10 
1.974, p=.050; Object: F(1,59)=11.977, p=.001, t(178)= 3.042, p=.003) with young 11 
controls showing stronger preference for subject and weaker for object 12 
antecedents than the HS group. In contrast, attriters and older monolinguals 13 
showed no significant differences on any referent condition.  It is important to note 14 
that young monolinguals differ significantly to older monolinguals in the Subject 15 
(F(1,53)=8.079, p=.006) and Object conditions (F(1,59)=8.119, p=.006) and only 16 
marginally in the Other referent condition (F(1,53)=3.399, p=.073). In particular, 17 
the younger group of monolingual controls shows stronger preference for subject 18 
and weaker for object antecedent compared to the older monolingual group whose 19 
matching rates are less deterministic. 20 
The RTs for the matching task are displayed in Figure 5. 21 
 22 
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[INSERT Figure 5] 1 
 2 
All groups show a significant effect of reference although for heritage speakers the 3 
effect is marginally significant (Heritage: F(2,178)=2.867, p=.060, Attriters: 4 
F(2,148)=18.117, p<.001, Young Monolinguals: F(2,58)=24.926, p<.001 & Older 5 
Monolinguals: F(2,52)=147.994, p<.001). Dependent-samples t-test comparisons 6 
showed that heritage speakers differentiate between the Object and Other 7 
referents when presented with a null pronoun, with longer RTs for object referents 8 
(t(89)= 3.375, p=.001), while attriters’ RTs differed among all referents with longer 9 
RTs for subject ones (Subject vs. Object t(74)= 2.703, p=.009, Subject vs. Other 10 
t(74)= 5.990, p<.001, Object vs. Other t(74)= 3.636, p=.001). Both control groups 11 
differentiate between Subject/Object and Other referents, with longer RTs on the 12 
latter condition (Young Monolinguals: Subject vs. Other t(59)= 4.794, p<.001, 13 
Object vs. Other t(59)= 7.109, p<.001; Older Monolinguals: Subject vs. Other 14 
t(53)= 16.046, p<.001, Object vs. Other t(53)= 14.981, p<.001). In all then, it was 15 
only the attriters’ group which showed slower RTs in giving a response in the 16 
Subject condition compared to the Object condition. 17 
With regard to the between group comparisons for the null pronoun 18 
resolution, we find that heritage speaker and attriters differ in the Subject 19 
(F(1,74)=20.507, p<.001) and Object referent conditions (F(1,99)=5.491, p=.021) 20 
with attriters taking longer to respond in both conditions. The independent-samples 21 
t-tests also showed a significant effect between the target groups in the Subject 22 
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referent condition (HS: 1497ms vs. Attriters: 1927ms as shown in Figure 5, 1 
t(163)= 3.454, p=.001). 2 
Additionally, the comparisons between heritage speakers and young 3 
monolinguals showed an effect on the Subject and Object referents with heritage 4 
speakers responding significantly slower (Subject: t(148)= 3.317, p=.001, Object: 5 
F(1,59)=69.054, p<.001, t(178)= 8.764, p<.001). Meanwhile, the comparisons 6 
between attriters and older monolinguals showed attriters responded significantly 7 
slower on the Subject and Object referents but faster on the Other referent 8 
condition (Subject: F(1,53)=124.250, p<.001, t(127)= 8.652, p<.001; Object: 9 
F(1,71)=66.026, p<.001, t(170)= 8.048, p<.001; Other: F(1,53)=80.685, p<.001, 10 
t(127)= 8.112, p<.001). Moreover, young monolinguals differ significantly to older 11 
monolinguals in the Other referent condition (F(1,53)=32.701, p<.001). 12 
The listening times on the verb of the subordinate clause are displayed in 13 
Figure 6. 14 
 15 
[INSERT Figure 6] 16 
 17 
Neither heritage speakers nor attriters show a reference effect in their listening 18 
times contrary to monolinguals who differentiate among all referents (Young 19 
Monolinguals: F(2,58)=20.427, p<.001 & Older Monolinguals: F(2,52)=13.063, 20 
p<.001). Moreover, the dependent-samples t-test comparisons showed that young 21 
monolinguals differentiate only marginally between the Subject and Object 22 
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referents (t(59)= 1.889, p=.064) and significantly for Subject vs. Other ((59)= 6.271, 1 
p<.001) and Object vs. Other comparisons (t(59)= 3.590, p=.001) with the shorter 2 
RTs in subject condition. Older monolinguals’ listening RTs differ significantly only 3 
for the Subject vs. Other with longer RTs in the other condition (t(53)= 4.335, 4 
p<.001) and Object vs. Other comparisons (t(53)= 4.398, p<.001).  5 
With regard to the between group comparisons for the null pronoun 6 
resolution, we find that heritage speakers and attriters do not differ in any condition. 7 
Additionally, the comparisons between heritage speakers and young monolinguals 8 
showed an effect on the Object and Other referents with heritage speakers 9 
responding significantly faster (Object: F(1,59)=26.814, p<.001; Other: 10 
F(1,59)=34.776, p<.001, t(148)= 4.826, p<.001). Meanwhile, the comparisons 11 
between attriters and older monolinguals showed attriters responded faster in all 12 
referent conditions (Subject: F(1,53)=27.780, p<.001, t(127)= 3.517, p=.001; 13 
Object: F(1,71)=10.253, p=.002, t(170)= 1.816, p=.071; Other: F(1,53)=50.915, 14 
p<.001, t(127)= 5.885, p<.001). Lastly, young monolinguals differ significantly from 15 
older monolinguals in the Subject referent condition (F(1,53)=15.464, p<.001). 16 
To summarize, in the null subject pronoun experiment we find that both 17 
bilingual groups discriminate between Subject and Object antecedents in their 18 
matching preferences which is also the case for the younger control group. 19 
Nevertheless, heritage speakers’ preference for Subject is significantly weaker 20 
than their controls while no difference is found between the attriters and the older 21 
monolingual group. Overall, bilinguals are faster in their listening times compared 22 
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to monolinguals. The fact that attriters and older monolinguals do not differ on the 1 
matching decisions possibly stems from the weakening of the Subject antecedent 2 
preference with age. On the basis of production data, Hendriks et al (to appear) 3 
suggest that aging may attenuate preferences in pronominal resolution in 4 
monolingual adults. In the following section, we attempt to address precisely this 5 
possibility. 6 
 7 
4.3 Age Factor 8 
To further elaborate on our data set we examined the factor of age (at time of 9 
testing) by grouping our participants into two groups, a Young and an Old one. The 10 
motivation for this comparison comes from the differences we found between the 11 
young and the older controls in some of the experimental conditions but also 12 
between the two bilingual groups. Accordingly, the Young group consists of 13 
heritage speakers and young monolinguals and the Old group of attriters and older 14 
monolinguals. We then examined (a) the off-line sentence-picture matching 15 
preference and (b) the response times on the data both in the overt and null 16 
pronoun experiments. 17 
Starting with the overt pronoun anaphora resolution data set, the MANOVA 18 
comparisons showed that the age factor (Young vs. Old) (marginally) interacts with 19 
the reference type in the matching task (F(3, 275) = 2.399, p=.068; Wilk's Λ = 0.974, 20 
partial η2 = .026). An interaction was also identified with regard to the answer RTs 21 
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(F(3, 275) = 19.323, p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.826, partial η2 = .174). Figure 7 shows 1 
the participants’ scores in the matching task per group and condition. 2 
 3 
[INSERT Figure 7] 4 
 5 
The between group comparisons show that young and old participants perform 6 
differently in the Subject condition only with the old participants displaying a higher 7 
preference for a match (F(1,128)=3.848, p=.052).  8 
The RTs for the matching task are displayed in Figure 8. 9 
 10 
[INSERT Figure 8] 11 
 12 
Response times in the Subject condition also differentiate between the two age 13 
groups with the younger requiring more time to respond to the possible coreference 14 
between overt pronouns and Subject referents (F(1,178)=46.484, p<.001). 15 
Turning to the null pronoun anaphora resolution data set, the MANOVA 16 
comparisons showed that the age factor (Young vs. Old) interacts with the 17 
reference type in the matching task (F(3, 275) = 2.714, p=.045; Wilk's Λ = 0.971, 18 
partial η2 = .029). An interaction was also identified with regard to the answer RTs 19 
(F(3, 275) = 9.622, p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.905, partial η2 = .095). Figure 9 shows the 20 
participants’ matching scores per group and condition. 21 
 22 
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[INSERT Figure 9] 1 
 2 
The comparisons in the null pronoun task show that young and old participants 3 
exhibit different matching preferences for the Object and the Other reference 4 
conditions with the old ones displaying a higher preference for a match in both 5 
cases (Object: F(1,171)=6.927, p=.009; Other: F(1,128)=4.909, p=.028).  6 
The RTs for the matching task are displayed in Figure 10. 7 
 8 
[INSERT Figure 10] 9 
 10 
The RT comparisons show that the old participants respond significantly slower in 11 
the subject and other conditions (Subject: F(1,128)=16.845, p<.001; Other: 12 
F(1,128)=11.933, p=.001). 13 
 Overall, the results from both the overt and the null pronoun experiment 14 
reveal an ‘age effect’ in pronominal resolution. Older participants show weaker 15 
preferences for both overt and null pronouns allowing subject and object 16 
antecedents in both experiments significantly more than the younger participants. 17 
Overt pronouns seem to favour more subject antecedents in the older than the 18 
younger participants and null pronouns more matches for object in the older than 19 
the younger group. Although this ‘age effect’ in adults was not one of our original 20 
research questions, the attested differences indicate that interface vulnerability is 21 
open to factors other than attrition or bilingualism as such. Although further 22 
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investigations in this area are necessary it seems that age within adulthood plays 1 
a role in the tendency to discriminate between preferences in pronominal resolution 2 
overall. 3 
 4 
4.4 Bilingualism Factor 5 
In order to address the effect of bilingualism on pronominal resolution we grouped 6 
our HS and L1 attriters into the Bilingual group and compared them with the 7 
Monolingual group which includes our two age groups of control participants. We 8 
then examined (a) the off-line sentence-picture matching preference and (b) the 9 
response times on the data in in the overt and null pronoun experiments.  10 
Starting with the overt pronoun data set, the MANOVA comparisons 11 
showed that the bilingualism factor (Bilingual vs. Monolingual) interacts with 12 
reference type in the matching task (F(3, 275) = 9.103, p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.910, 13 
partial η2 = .090). An interaction was also identified with regard to the answer RTs 14 
(F(3, 275) = 54.376, p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.628, partial η2 = .372). Figure 11 shows 15 
the participants’ matching scores per group and condition. 16 
 17 
[INSERT Figure 11] 18 
 19 
Anaphora resolution in the Subject condition appears to be an area of 20 
differentiation for the bilingual and monolingual participants, with bilinguals 21 
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demonstrating a significantly higher preference for a match (F(1,113)=17.222, 1 
p<.001).  2 
The RTs for the matching task are displayed in Figure 12. 3 
 4 
[INSERT Figure 12] 5 
 6 
Furthermore, when comparing the two groups in the time they take to respond 7 
bilinguals require significantly more time to select the match or mismatch option in 8 
all reference conditions (Subject: F(1,113)=82.252, p<.001; Object: 9 
F(1,113)=12.662, p=.001; Other: F(1,131)=135.790, p<.001).  10 
Turning to the null pronoun data set, the MANOVA comparisons showed 11 
that the bilingualism factor (Bilingual vs. Monolingual) interacts with reference type 12 
in the matching task (F(3, 275) = 3.904, p=.009; Wilk's Λ = 0.959, partial η2 = .041). 13 
An interaction was also identified with regard to the answer RTs (F(3, 275) = 14 
69.138, p<.001; Wilk's Λ = 0.570, partial η2 = .430). Figure 13 shows the 15 
participants’ matching scores per group and condition. 16 
 17 
[INSERT Figure 13] 18 
 19 
The between-group comparisons for the matching preferences are not significant, 20 
suggesting that both bilinguals and monolinguals interpret null pronouns similarly 21 
in all conditions. This indicates that the between-group differences found in the 22 
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interpretation of null pronouns in Section 4.2 above are not due to bilingualism as 1 
such but a combination of bilingualism and age effects at best.The RTs for the 2 
matching task are displayed in Figure 14. 3 
 4 
[INSERT Figure 14] 5 
 6 
Lastly, the RT comparisons show that bilinguals take significantly more time to 7 
select the match or mismatch option in Subject and Object reference conditions 8 
but less in the Other condition compared to monolinguals (Subject: 9 
F(1,113)=35.446, p<.001; Object: F(1,131)=125.769, p<.001; Other: 10 
F(1,113)=25.835, p<.001).  11 
 Overall then, bilingualism seems to trigger differences in pronominal 12 
resolution of overt pronouns only, as reported in various previous studies with 13 
heritage speakers and late bilingual L1 attriters. However, the effect of bilingualism 14 
surfacing as a delay in the response time of HS compared to the younger 15 
monolingual control group is found with overt and null pronouns alike. 16 
 17 
5. Discussion 18 
The data obtained from both experiments overall group L1 attriters and heritage 19 
speakers together in the lack of a strong preference in pronoun resolution. While 20 
monolingual adult native controls clearly discriminate between overt and null 21 
subject pronouns with respect to object and subject preference respectively, the 22 
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other two groups do not show similarly robust preferences. In the overt pronoun 1 
condition, our results conform with the prediction that in L1 attrition or in bilingual 2 
grammars of Greek in general, the overt pronoun option is vulnerable in that it can 3 
be associated with either topic-continuity or topic-shift. Thus, an overt subject 4 
pronoun in the subordinate adverbial clause is open to coreferential readings with 5 
either the subject or the object antecedent. Whether this lack of preference is the 6 
effect of Swedish, i.e. the non-null subject language of these participants, an effect 7 
of processing resources Sorace & Serratrice 2009) remains an open question.  We 8 
would like to suggest however that the results of this study are consistent with an 9 
analysis which primarily builds on the linguistic (formal and discourse) properties 10 
of overt (and null) pronouns rather than on a purely processing account, for the 11 
following two reasons. First, because matching decisions on the overt pronoun are 12 
affected not only in the bilingual groups but also in the older monolingual controls, 13 
indicating that crosslinguistic influence is not the only cause which reveals the 14 
vulnerability of overt subject pronouns. Secondly, because the comparison 15 
between overt and null pronominal resolution indicate stable preferences 16 
(matching decisions) for null pronouns, suggesting that the problem is not with 17 
grammatical elements which are inherently underspecified for reference (i.e. 18 
pronouns in general) but with a specific member of this category in particular.    19 
The matching decisions in the null subject condition show that both heritage 20 
speakers and L1 attriters prefer subject over object antecedents like the 21 
monolingual controls. This is consistent with the findings in Author B et al. (2004). 22 
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However, in terms of decision times L1 attriters take longer to respond to subject 1 
antecedents in the null pronoun experiment compared to heritage speakers who 2 
are faster to respond to subject than object antecedents in the same experiment. 3 
We interpret this finding as an indication of better resolution patterns in the young 4 
bilinguals who appear to be more certain about the subject orientation of null 5 
subject pronouns. In addition, our results indicate that differences between 6 
monolingual controls and attrited speakers are more evident in on-line 7 
investigations of syntax-discourse interface phenomena than in off-line tasks (cf. 8 
Author B et al. 2004).  9 
The implication from these findings is that, in cases of extensive attrition or 10 
early bilingualism of heritage speakers the processing (but probably not the 11 
representation) of null subjects is affected causing more delay in choosing the 12 
appropriateness of a subject antecedent than in the monolingual grammar. Other 13 
variables may also be relevant to the difference between the two bilingual groups 14 
however. In particular, length of residence in the L2 country and level of education 15 
may skew the results. The educational background of the L1 attriters in this study 16 
was relatively low compared to the heritage speakers  and to the L1 attriters in 17 
Author B et al. (2004). In the latter study, the attriters had a considerably shorter 18 
mean length of residence in the L2 community (Britain) and a higher educational 19 
background. The attrition or divergent acquisition effects found on the null subject 20 
pronoun are intriguing since they are evident primarily in the decision times while 21 
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in the matching decisions as such all groups show a preference for subject 1 
antecedents as better matches for a null subject pronoun.  2 
All theoretical approaches to language acquisition accept that input is 3 
deterministic for grammatical development. It should thus be uncontroversial to 4 
expect that quantity, quality and low diversity of the input to which heritage 5 
speakers are exposed is at least partially responsible for what on the surface is 6 
characterized as divergent from monolinguals.  Used neutrally, divergence is 7 
merely a descriptive term. Thus, it is true that both L1 attritted and heritage 8 
grammars that differ from monolinguals are comparatively divergent. However, the 9 
sources for divergence in attrition and heritage speaker grammars probably differ 10 
and their differences are important to identify.  Terms that can be wrongly 11 
understood as evaluative, such as incomplete acquisition, are not always 12 
descriptively accurate precisely because incomplete and divergent are not 13 
synonymous.  Although it might be true when speaking of grammatical competence 14 
that everything incomplete is divergent, the opposite is certainly not true.  Not all 15 
divergence is accurately captured by the umbrella term incomplete.  We submit 16 
that this argumentation is nicely shown in the data our study provides.  17 
The L1 attriters and the heritage speakers diverge from monolinguals 18 
similarly despite the fact that only the former clearly reached a mature state 19 
grammar for Greek comparable to monolinguals. Despite the similarity in behavior 20 
on these tasks, it is possible, even likely, that the source of divergence for heritage 21 
speakers and L1 attriters our data show is different whereby only the former reflects 22 
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erosion.  Our point is simply this: heritage speakers could only be expected to show 1 
difference from monolinguals for two converging reasons. First, there is an 2 
expected effect of bilingualism, as we saw in the case of emerging bilingualism for 3 
L1 attriters. Dealing with multiple grammars in a single mind has consequences for 4 
various domains of language, and so, when a property is affected by late 5 
bilingualism as in L1 attrition the default expectation is that this must also be true 6 
in heritage grammars as well.  In fact, one might expect more pronounced 7 
differences for heritage grammars than L1 attrition precisely because bilingualism 8 
affects the course of development of the heritage language itself as opposed to the 9 
mature linguistic state that has been achieved in adult bilingualism.  In addition, 10 
heritage speakers are provided with quantitatively less input than monolingual 11 
learners. It is also possible that the input is qualitatively different for heritage 12 
speakers’ language development as it is likely to be provided by a generation of 13 
speakers who themselves exhibit surface effects of attrition (see Sorace 2004; 14 
Pascual y Cabo & Author c 2012) . This means that in addition to dealing with the 15 
complexities of maintaining multiple linguistic systems they are simultaneously 16 
presented with divergent input as compared to monolinguals.  One could ask then, 17 
how could they possibly develop a monolingual-convergent grammar?  So, while 18 
L1 attrition is clearly loss at some abstract level, heritage speaker divergence can 19 
be viewed as the outcome of a developmental path that is destined to be distinct 20 
from monolinguals as a result of a general byproduct of bilingualism, qualitative 21 
input differences among other factors.   22 
 49 
 1 
REFERENCES 2 
Beaudrie, S., Fairclough, M., 2012. Spanish as a heritage language in the US: 3 
State of the field. Georgetown University Press, Washington, DC. 4 
Cardinaletti, A., Starke, M., 2001. The typology of structural deficiency. A case 5 
study of the three classes of pronouns. In van Riemsdijk, H. (Ed.), Clitics 6 
in the languages of Europe, vol. 8 of Language Typology. Mouton de 7 
Gruyter, Berlin. 8 
Carminati, M. N., 2002. The processing of Italian subject pronouns. Ph.D. 9 
dissertation, University of Massachusetts, Amherst. 10 
Costa, A., Faria, I. F., Kail, M. 2004. Semantic and Syntactic Cuesʼ Interaction on 11 
Pronoun Resolution in European Portuguese. In Branco, A., McEnery, T., 12 
Mitkov, R. (Eds.), 5th Discourse Anaphora Resolution Colloquium 13 
Proceedings. Colibri, Lisboa. 14 
Cuza, A., Pérez-Leroux, A. T., Sánchez, L., 2013. The role of semantic transfer in 15 
clitic drop among Chinese L1-Spanish L2 bilinguals. Studies in Second 16 
Language Acquisition 35, 93-125. 17 
Cuza, A., 2013. Crosslinguistic influence at the syntax proper: Interrogative 18 
subject-verb inversion in Spanish heritage speakers. The International 19 
Journal of Bilingualism. 20 
Cuza, A. 2010. The L1 attrition of the Spanish present tense. Hispania 93.2, 256-21 
272. 22 
 50 
Dimitriadis, A., 1996. When Pro-Drop Languages Don't: Overt Pronominal 1 
Subjects and Pragmatic Inference. In Dobrin, L. M., Singer, K., McNair, L.  2 
(Eds.), CLS 32: The Main Session, pp. 33-47. 3 
Domínguez, L., 2009. Charting the route of bilingual development: contributions 4 
from heritage speakers’ early acquisition. International Journal of 5 
Bilingualism 13, 271-287. 6 
Domínguez, L., 2013. Understanding Interfaces: Second language acquisition and 7 
first language attrition of subject realization and word order variation. John 8 
Benjamins, Amesterdam. 9 
Ecke, P., 2004. Language attrition and theories of forgetting: a cross-disciplinary 10 
review. International Journal of Bilingualism September 8, 321-354. 11 
Ferreira, F., Patson, N., 2007. The good enough approach to language 12 
comprehension. Language and Linguistics Compass 1, 71-83. 13 
Filiaci, F., Sorace, A., Carreiras, M., (2013/to appear). Anaphoric biases of null and 14 
overt subjects in Italian and Spanish: a cross-linguistic comparison. 15 
Language and Cognitive Processes. 16 
Filiaci, F., 2008. Null and overt subject biases in Spanish. Paper presented at the 17 
Hispanic Linguistic Symposium, Université de Laval, Canada. 18 
Francis, N., 2005. Cross-linguistic influence, transfer and other kinds of language 19 
interaction: evidence for modularity from the study of bilingualism. In: 20 
Cohen, J., McAlister, K. T., Rolstad, K., MacSwan, J. (Eds.), Proceedings 21 
 51 
of the 4th International Symposium on Bilingualism, Cascadilla Press, 1 
Somerville, MA, pp. 775-786. 2 
Francis, N., 2011. Imbalances in bilingual development: A key to understanding 3 
the faculty of language. Language Sciences 33, 76-89. 4 
Geber, D., 2006. Processing Subject Pronouns in Relation to Non-canonical 5 
(Quirky) Constructions. Ottawa Papers in Linguistics 34, 47-61. 6 
Gϋrel, A., 2004. Selectivity in the L2-induced L1 attrition: A psycholinguistic 7 
account. Journal of Neurolinguistics 17, 53-78. 8 
Gürel, A., 2002. Linguistic characteristics of second language acquisition and first 9 
language attrition: Overt versus null pronouns. Unpublished doctoral 10 
dissertation, McGill University, Montreal, Canada. 11 
Holmberg, A., Platzack, C., 1995. The role of inflection in Scandinavian Syntax. 12 
Oxford University Press, Oxford. 13 
Hulsen, M., 2000. Language Loss and Language Processing: three generations of 14 
Dutch migrants in New Zealand. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 15 
Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen, Nijmegen. 16 
Iraola Azpiroz, M., Ezeizabarrena Segurola, M. J., 2011. Anaphora resolution in 17 
Basque: Null vs. Overt subject hura. In: Danis, N., Mesh, K, Sung, H. 18 
(Eds.), 35 BUCLD Online Proceedings supplement.    19 
Iverson, M., 2012. On L1 Attrition and the Interface Hypothesis—A Case study of 20 
Spanish Attrition in contact with Brazilian Portuguese. PhD dissertation, 21 
University of Iowa. 22 
 52 
Köpke, B., 2002. Activation thresholds and non-pathological L1 attrition. In: Fabbro, 1 
F. (Ed.), Advances in the Neurolinguistics of Bilingualism. Forum, Udine, 2 
pp. 119-142. 3 
Kohnert, K., Bates, E., Hernández, A., 1999. Balancing bilinguals: Lexical-4 
Semantic production and cognitive processing in children learning 5 
Spanish and English. Journal of Speech, Learning and Hearing Research 6 
42, 1400-1413. 7 
Mayol, L., 2012. An account of the variation in the rates of overt subject pronouns 8 
in Romance. Spanish in Context 9.3, 420-442. 9 
Meridor, H., 2006. An Experimental Investigation of the Antecedent Preferences of 10 
Hebrew Subject Pronouns, MA Dissertation, University of Edinburgh. 11 
Miltsakaki, E., 2003. The Syntax-Discourse Interface: Effects of the Main-12 
Subordinate Distinction on Attention Structure. Ph.D. Dissertation, 13 
University of Pennsylvania. 14 
Miltsakaki, E., 2007. A rethink of the relationship between salience and anaphora 15 
resolution. Proceedings of the 6th Discourse Anaphora and Anaphor 16 
Resolution Colloquium, Lagos, Portugal, 2007. 17 
Montalbetti, M., 1984. After binding. Ph.D. dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, Mass. 18 
Montrul, S., 2004. Subject and object expression in Spanish heritage speakers: A 19 
case of morphosyntactic convergence. Bilingualism: Language and 20 
Cognition 7.2, 125-142. 21 
 53 
Montrul, S., 2008a. Incomplete Acquisition in Bilingualism: re-examining the age 1 
factor. John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 2 
Montrul, S., 2008b. Gender agreement in adult second language learners and 3 
Spanish heritage speakers: The effects of age and context of acquisition. 4 
Language Learning 58, 503–553. 5 
Montrul, S. & Walker Sánchez, N., 2013. Incomplete Acquisition of Differential 6 
Object Marking in Child and Adult Spanish Heritage Speakers. Language 7 
Acquisition 20, 109-132. 8 
Montrul, S., Rodríguez Louro, C., 2006. Beyond the syntax of the Null Subject 9 
Parameter: A look at the discourse-pragmatic distribution of null and overt 10 
subjects by L2 learners of Spanish. In: Escobar, L., Torrens, V., (Eds.), 11 
The Acquisition of Syntax in Romance Languages. John Benjamins, 12 
Amsterdam, pp. 401–418. 13 
Müller, N., Hulk, A., 2001. Crosslinguistic influence in bilingual language 14 
acquisition: Italian and French as recipient languages. Bilingualism: 15 
Language and Cognition 4, 1-21. 16 
Olshtain, E., Barzilay, M., 1991. Lexical retrieval difficulties in adult language 17 
attrition. In: Seliger, H., Vago, R., (Eds.), First language attrition. Foris 18 
Publications, Dordrecht. pp. 139-151. 19 
Papadopoulou, D., Plemmenou, L., Marinis, T., Author B, 2008. “Pronoun 20 
ambiguity resolution: Evidence from adult and child Greek, 11th 21 
International Congress for the Study of Child Language, Edinburgh.  22 
 54 
Papadopoulou, D., Peristeri, E., Plemmenou, L., Marinis, T., Author B,in press. 1 
Pronoun Ambiguity Resolution in Greek: Evidence from monolingual 2 
adults and children. Lingua. 3 
Papadopoulou, D., Author B, Amvrazis, N., 2014. Self-paced listening. In: Jegerski, 4 
J., van Patten, B., (Eds.), Research Methods in Second Language 5 
Psycholinguistics. Taylor and Francis, pp. 50-68. 6 
Pavlenko, A., 2000. New approaches to concepts in bilingual memory. 7 
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 3, 1-5. 8 
Pascual y Cabo, D., Author C, 2012. The (Il)logical Problem of Heritage Speaker 9 
Bilingualism and Incomplete Acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 33, 450-455. 10 
Pascual y Cabo, D., 2013. Agreement Reflexes of Emerging Optionality in Heritage 11 
Speaker Spanish. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Florida. 12 
Peristeri, E., 2010. Exploring the Discourse-Syntax and the Lexicon-Syntax 13 
Interfaces in Language Pathology: Evidence from Broca's aphasia. 14 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Department of English Studies, 15 
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki. 16 
Pires, A., Author C, 2009. Disentangling sources of incomplete acquisition: An 17 
exploration for competence divergence across heritage grammars. The 18 
International Journal of Bilingualism, 13, 2, 210-338. 19 
Platzack, C., 2001. The Vulnerable C-domain. Brain and Language 77. 3, 364–377. 20 
Polinsky, M., 1997. American Russian: Language loss meets language acquisition. 21 
Proceedings of the Annual Workshop on Formal Approaches to Slavic 22 
 55 
Linguistics: The Cornell Meeting 1995. Michigan Slavic Publications, Ann 1 
Arbor, pp. 370–406. 2 
Polinsky, M., 2007. Incomplete Acquisition: American Russian. Journal of Slavic 3 
Linguistics 14, 191-262. 4 
Polinsky, M., 2008. Russian gender under incomplete acquisition. The Heritage 5 
Language Journal 5, 2007.  6 
Polinsky, M., Kagan, O., 2007. Heritage languages: In the ‘wild’ and in the 7 
classroom. Language and Linguistics Compass 1, 368-95.  8 
Putnam, M., Sánchez, L., 2013. What's so incomplete about incomplete 9 
acquisition? A prolegomenon to modeling heritage language 10 
grammars. Linguistic Approaches to Bilingualism 3.4, 476-506. 11 
Author C, 2007. Heritage speaker competence differences, language change and 12 
input type: Inflected infinitives in heritage Brazilian Portuguese. 13 
International Journal of Bilingualism 11. 4, 359-389. 14 
Author C, 2009a. Understanding the Nature and Outcomes of Early Bilingualism: 15 
Romance Languages as Heritage Languages. International Journal of 16 
Bilingualism 13.2, 155-164. 17 
Author C, 2009b. Pragmatic Deficits with Syntactic Consequences: L2 Pronominal 18 
Subjects and the Syntax-Pragmatics Interface. Journal of Pragmatics 41, 19 
951-973. 20 
 56 
Author C, Iverson, M., 2013.  Strong islands and null objects in L2-spanish of 1 
Brazilian Portuguese natives: do you know the learners who drop?  2 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition 35, 589-618. 3 
Schachter, J. 1990. On the issue of completeness in second language acquisition. 4 
Second Language Research, 6, 93–124. 5 
Schmid, M. S., 2002. First Language Attrition, Use, and Maintenance: The case of 6 
German Jews in Anglophone countries. John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 7 
Schmid, M. S., Forthcoming. Language Attrition. Cambridge University Press, 8 
Cambridge. 9 
Schmid, M. S., 2009. Languages at play: The relevance of L1 attrition to the study 10 
of bilingualism. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 13.1, 1-7. 11 
Schmid, M. S., 2002. First Language Attrition, Use, and Maintenance: the case of 12 
German Jews in Anglophone countries. John Benjamins, Amsterdam. 13 
Schmid, M. S., Köpke, B., 2008. L1 attrition and the mental lexicon In: Pavlenko, 14 
A. (Ed.), The Bilingual Mental Lexicon: interdisciplinary approaches. 15 
Multilingual Matters, Clevedon, pp. 209–238. 16 
Serratrice, L., Sorace, A., Filiaci, F., Baldo, M., 2011/to appear. Pronominal objects 17 
in English-Italian and Spanish-Italian bilingual children. Applied 18 
Psycholinguistics. 19 
Serratrice, L., Sorace, A., Paoli, S., 2004. Cross-linguistic influence at the syntax-20 
pragmatics interface: Subjects and objects in English-Italian bilingual and 21 
monolingual acquisition. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 7, 183-20. 22 
 57 
Shin, N.L &H. Smith Cairns, 2009. Subject Pronouns in Child Spanish and 1 
Continuity of Reference. In J. Collentine, M. García, B. Lafford, and& F. 2 
Marcos (Eds.) Selected Proceedings of the 11th Hispanic Linguistics 3 
Symposium. 155-164. Cascadilla Proceedings. 4 
Silva-Corvalán, C., 1994. Language Contact and Change. Spanish in Los Angeles. 5 
Oxford University Press, Oxford. 6 
Sorace, A., 2004. Native language attrition and developmental instability at the 7 
syntax-discourse interface: Data, interpretations and methods. 8 
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 7.2, 143-145. 9 
Sorace, A., Filiaci, F., 2006. Anaphora resolution in near-native speakers of Italian. 10 
Second Language Research, 339-368. 11 
Sorace, A., Serratrice, L. 2009. Internal and external interfaces in bilingual 12 
language development: Beyond structural overlap. International Journal 13 
of Bilingualism 13.2, 195-210. 14 
Sorace, A., Serratrice, L., Filiaci, F., Baldo, M., 2009. Discourse conditions on 15 
subject pronoun realization: Testing the linguistic intuitions of bilingual 16 
children. Lingua 119, 460–477. 17 
Sorace, A., 2011. Pinning down the concept of “interface” in bilingualism. Linguistic 18 
Approaches to Bilingualism 1.1, 1-33. 19 
Sperber, D., Wilson, D., 2004. Relevance Theory. In: Ward, G., Horn, L., (Eds.), 20 
Handbook of Pragmatics. Blackwell, Oxford, pp. 607-632. 21 
 58 
Author B, Sorace, A., Heycock, C., Filiaci, F. 2004. First language attrition and 1 
syntactic subjects: A study of Greek and Italian near-native speakers of 2 
English. International Journal of Bilingualism 8, 257-277. 3 
Author B, 2005. Peripheral positions in early Greek. In: Stavrou, M., Terzi, A. (Eds.), 4 
Advances in Greek Generative Syntax. John Benjamins, Amsterdam, pp. 5 
179-216. 6 
Author B, 2007. First language attrition from a minimalist perspective: Interface 7 
vulnerability and processing effects. In:  Köpke, B., Schmid, M., Keijzer, 8 
M., Dostert, S., (Eds.), Language Attrition: Theoretical Perspectives. John 9 
Benjamins, Amsterdam, pp. 83-98. 10 
Unsworth, S., 2012/to appear. Testing for Crosslinguistic Influence and Exposure 11 
Effects in the Bilingual Acquisition of Specific Indefinite Objects. BUCLD 12 
35 Proceedings, Cascadilla Press. 13 
Wilson, F., 2009. Processing at the syntax-discourse interface in second language 14 
acquisition. Unpublished PhD Thesis, University of Edinburgh. 15 
Wilson, F., Sorace, A., Keller, F., 2009. Antecedent preferences for anaphoric 16 
demonstratives in L2 German. In: Chandlee, J., Franchini, M., Lord, S., 17 
Rheiner, G. M. (Eds.), Proceedings of the 33rd Annual Boston University 18 
Conference on Language Development. Cascadilla Press Somerville, MA, 19 
pp. 634-645. 20 
 59 
Yip, V., Matthews, S., 2000. Syntactic transfer in a Cantonese–English bilingual 1 
child. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 3, 193-208. 2 
Yip, V., Matthews, S., 2007. The bilingual child: Early development and language 3 
contact. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.  4 
Yip, V., Matthews, S., In prep. Bilingual Development. Cambridge University Press, 5 
Cambridge. 6 
  7 
 60 
Appendix A: Statistically non-significant results 1 
 2 
Experiment 1: Overt Pronoun  3 
Within group comparisons 4 
Listening RTs on Subject Pronoun ~ Reference Effect (Subject vs. Object 5 
vs. Other): Young Monolinguals F (2, 58) = .400, p = .672;  6 
Older Monolinguals: F (2, 52) = 1.021, p = .367 7 
 8 
Heritage Speakers vs. Attriters  9 
Matching ~ Subject Referent F (1, 74) = 1.261, p = .265 10 
Matching ~ Object Referent F (1, 74) = .043, p = .836 11 
Answer RTs ~ Object Referent F (1, 74) = 2.683, p = .106 12 
Answer RTs ~ Other Referent F (1, 99) = 1.753, p = .189 13 
Listening RTs on Subject Pronoun ~ Subject Referent F (1, 74) = .789, p 14 
= .378 15 
Listening RTs on Subject Pronoun ~ Object Referent F (1, 74) = .758, p 16 
= .387 17 
Listening RTs on Subject Pronoun ~ Other Referent F (1, 99) = 1.290, p 18 
= .259 19 
 20 
Heritage Speakers vs. Young Monolinguals  21 
Matching ~ Object Referent F (1, 59) = .047, p = .829 22 
Matching ~ Other Referent F (1, 59) = .000, p = 1.000 23 
 24 
Attriters vs. Older Monolinguals  25 
Matching ~ Object Referent F (1, 53) = 2.988, p = .090 26 
Matching ~ Other Referent F (1, 71) = .357, p = .552 27 
Answer RTs ~ Subject Referent F (1, 53) = 1.748, p = .192 28 
 29 
Experiment 2: Null Pronoun 30 
 61 
Within group comparisons 1 
Listening RTs on Verb ~ Reference Effect (Subject vs. Object vs. Other):  2 
Attriters F (2, 73) = .010, p = .990 3 
 4 
Heritage Speakers vs. Attriters  5 
Matching ~ Subject Referent F (1, 74) = .000, p = 1.000 6 
Matching ~ Object Referent F (1, 99) = 1.260, p = .264 7 
Answer RTs ~ Other Referent F (1, 74) = .817, p = .369 8 
Listening RTs on Verb ~ Subject Referent F (1, 74) = 1.597, p = .210 9 
Listening RTs on Verb ~ Object Referent F (1, 99) = .009, p = .926 10 
Listening RTs on Verb ~ Other Referent F (1, 74) = .165, p = .686 11 
 12 
Attriters vs. Older Monolinguals  13 
Matching ~ Subject Referent F (1, 53) = .219, p = .642 14 
Matching ~ Object Referent F (1, 71) = .330, p = .567 15 
Matching ~ Other Referent F (1, 53) = 1.828, p = .182 16 
 17 
Age Factor 18 
Matching 19 
Exp1. Overt Pronoun ~ Manova Reference Effect (Subject vs. Object vs. 20 
Other):  21 
F (3, 275) = 2.399, p = .068; Wilk's Λ = 0.974, partial η2 = .026 22 
 23 
Exp1. Overt Pronoun ~ Btw Group Comparison (Young vs. Old):  24 
Object Referent F (1, 128) = .079, p = .779;  25 
Other Referent F (1, 171) = 1.871, p = .173 26 
 27 
Exp2. Null Pronoun ~ Btw Group Comparison (Young vs. Old): 28 
Subject Referent F (1, 128) = 2.646, p = .106 29 
 30 
 62 
Answer RTs 1 
Exp1. Overt Pronoun ~ Btw Group Comparison (Young vs. Old):  2 
Object Referent F (1, 128) = 2.399, p = .124;  3 
Other Referent F (1, 171) = 1.386, p = .241 4 
 5 
Exp2. Null Pronoun ~ Btw Group Comparison (Young vs. Old):  6 
Object Referent F (1, 171) = .823, p = .366 7 
 8 
Bilingualism Factor 9 
Matching 10 
Exp1. Overt Pronoun ~ Btw Group Comparison (Young vs. Old):  11 
Object Referent F (1, 113) = 2.097, p = .150;  12 
Other Referent F (1, 131) = .749, p = .389 13 
 14 
Exp2. Null Pronoun ~ Btw Group Comparison (Young vs. Old):  15 
Subject Referent F (1, 113) = .358, p = .551;  16 
Object Referent F (1, 131) = 3.111, p = .080;  17 
Other Referent F (1, 113) = 1.939, p = .167 18 
 19 
  20 
 63 
Subject Reference 1 
 2 
Object Reference 3 
 4 
Other Reference 5 
 6 
 64 
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Experiment 1: Overt Pronoun Task 1 
Figure 1: Sentence Picture Matching Task 2 
 3 
 4 
Figure 2: Answer RTs for the Matching Task 5 
 66 
 1 
 2 
 3 
Figure 3: Listening Times (RTs) on the Subject Pronoun of the 4 
Subordinate Clause 5 
 67 
 1 
 2 
 3 
Experiment 2: Null Pronoun Task 4 
Figure 4: Sentence Picture Matching Task 5 
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 1 
Figure 5: Answer RTs for the Matching Task 2 
 69 
 1 
 2 
Figure 6: Listening Times (RTs) on the Verb of the Subordinate Clause 3 
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Overt Pronoun Task: Age Factor 4 
Figure 7: Sentence Picture Matching Task  5 
 6 
 7 
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Figure 8: Answer RTs for the Matching Task 4 
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Null Pronoun Task: Age Factor 11 
Figure 9: Sentence Picture Matching Task  12 
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Figure 10: Answer RTs for the Matching Task 6 
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 1 
Overt Pronoun Task: Bilingualism Factor 2 
Figure 11: Sentence Picture Matching Task  3 
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Figure 12: Answer RTs for the Matching Task 9 
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Null Pronoun Task: Bilingualism Factor 5 
Figure 13: Sentence Picture Matching Task  6 
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Figure 14: Answer RTs for the Matching Task 12 
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